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alternative(s) the LSNARP will
recommend or endorse to the
Commission.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel, Mail Stop T-3 F23, Washington,
DC 20555-0001; Attn: John C. Hoyle
(telephone 301-415-7467; e-mail
JXH5@NRC.GOV) or Jack G. Whetstine
(telephone 301-415-7391; e-mail
JGW@NRC.GOV).

Public Participation: Interested
persons may make oral presentations to
the LSNARP or file written statements.
An oral presentations request should be
made to one of the contact persons
listed above as far in advance as
practicable so that appropriate
arrangements can be made.

Dated: December 22, 1999.

Andrew L. Bates,

Advisory Committee Management Officer.
[FR Doc. 99-33778 Filed 12—28-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Sunshine Act Meeting; Notice

AGENCY HOLDING THE MEETING: Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.

DATES: Weeks of December 27, 1999,
January 3, 10, and 17, 2000.

PLACE: Commissioners’ Conference
Room, 11555 Rockville Pike Rockville,
Maryland.

STATUS: Public and Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

Week of December 27

There are no meetings scheduled for the
Week of December 27.

Week of January 3—Tentative

Wednesday, January 5
9:55 a.m.

Affirmation Session (Public Meeting) (if
needed)

Week of January 10—Tentative

Monday, January 10

10:00 a.m.
Meeting with D.C. Cook (Public Meeting)
(Contact: John Stang, 301-415—1345)

Tuesday, January 11

9:30 a.m.

Briefing on Status of Research Programs,
Performance, and Plans (including Status
of Thermo-Hydraulics) (Public Meeting)
(Contact: Jocelyn Mitchell, 301-415—
5289)

Wednesday, January 12

9:55 a.m.
Affirmation Session (Public Meeting) (if
needed)
10:00 a.m.

Briefing on Status of NRR Programs,
Performance, and Plans (Public Meeting)
(Contact: Mike Case, 301-415-1134)

Week of January 17—Tentative

Wednesday, January 19
9:30 a.m.

Discussion of Management Issues
(Closed—Ex. 2 & 6)

Thursday, January 20

9:55 a.m.

Affirmation Session (Public Meeting) (if

needed)
10:00 a.m.

Briefing on Status of CIO Programs,
Performance, and Plans (Public Meeting)
(Contact: Donnie Grimsley, 301-415—
8702)

Friday, January 21

10 a.m.

Briefing on Native American, State of
Nevada, and Affected Units of Local
Governments Representratives
Responses to DOE’s Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed
HLW Geologic Repository (Public
Meeting)

The schedule for Commission
meetings is subject to change on short
notice. To verify the status of meetings
can (Recording)—(301) 415-1292.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMAITON:
Bill Hill (301) 415-1661.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: By a vote of 5—
0 on December 22, the Commission
determined pursuant to U.S.C. 552b(e)
and §9.107(a) of the Commission’s
Rules that “Affirmation of GPU Nuclear
Corporation, Docket No. 50-219, OLA—
2, Memorandum and Order Terminating
Proceeding), LBP 99-45 (Dec 15, 1999)”
and “Affirmation of Niagara Mohawk
Power Corp. et al. (Nine Mile Point,
Units 1 & 2), Docket Nos. 50-220 and
50—410" (PUBLIC MEETING) be held on
December 22, and on less than one
week’s notice to the public.

* * * * *

The NRC Commission Meeting
Schedule can be found on the Internet
at: http://www.nrc.gov/SECY/smj/
schedule.htm

* * * * *

This notice is distributed by mail to
several hundred subscribers; if you no
longer wish to receive it, or would like
to be added to it, please contact the
Office of the Secretary, Attn: Operations
Branch, Washington, D.C. 20555 (301—
415-1661). In addition, distribution of
this meeting notice over the Internet
system is available. If you are interested
in receiving this Commission meeting
schedule electronically, please send an
electronic message to wmh@nrc.gov or
dkw@nrc.gov.

Dated: December 23, 1999.
William M. Hill, Jr.,

SECY Tracking Officer, Office of the
Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-33890 Filed 12-23-99; 4:34 pm]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Biweekly Notice; Applications and
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses Involving No Significant
Hazards Considerations

I. Background

Pursuant to Public Law 97—415, the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(the Commission or NRC staff) is
publishing this regular biweekly notice.
Public Law 97—-415 revised section 189
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended (the Act), to require the
Commission to publish notice of any
amendments issued, or proposed to be
issued, under a new provision of section
189 of the Act. This provision grants the
Commission the authority to issue and
make immediately effective any
amendment to an operating license
upon a determination by the
Commission that such amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration, notwithstanding the
pendency before the Commission of a
request for a hearing from any person.

This biweekly notice includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from December 4,
1999, through December 17, 1999. The
last biweekly notice was published on
December 15, 1999 (64 FR 70077).

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses, Proposed No Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination,
and Opportunity for a Hearing

The Commission has made a
proposed determination that the
following amendment requests involve
no significant hazards consideration.
Under the Commission’s regulations in
10 CFR 50.92, this means that operation
of the facility in accordance with the
proposed amendment would not (1)
Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated; or (2)
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The basis for this
proposed determination for each
amendment request is shown below.

The Commission is seeking public
comments on this proposed
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determination. Any comments received
within 30 days after the date of
publication of this notice will be
considered in making any final
determination.

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that
failure to act in a timely way would
result, for example, in derating or
shutdown of the facility, the
Commission may issue the license
amendment before the expiration of the
30-day notice period, provided that its
final determination is that the
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration. The final
determination will consider all public
and State comments received before
action is taken. Should the Commission
take this action, it will publish in the
Federal Register a notice of issuance
and provide for opportunity for a
hearing after issuance. The Commission
expects that the need to take this action
will occur very infrequently.

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Chief, Rules Review and
Directives Branch, Division of Freedom
of Information and Publications
Services, Office of Administration, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001, and
should cite the publication date and
page number of this Federal Register
notice. Written comments may also be
delivered to Room 6D22, Two White
Flint North, 11545 Rockville Pike,
Rockville, Maryland from 7:30 a.m. to
4:15 p.m. Federal workdays. Copies of
written comments received may be
examined at the NRC Public Document
Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The filing
of requests for a hearing and petitions
for leave to intervene is discussed
below.

By January 28, 2000, the licensee may
file a request for a hearing with respect
to issuance of the amendment to the
subject facility operating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written request
for a hearing and a petition for leave to
intervene. Requests for a hearing and a
petition for leave to intervene shall be
filed in accordance with the
Commission’s ‘“Rules of Practice for
Domestic Licensing Proceedings” in 10
CFR Part 2. Interested persons should
consult a current copy of 10 CFR 2.714
which is available at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, and electronically

from the ADAMS Public Library
component on the NRC Web site, http:/
/www.nre.gov (the Electronic Reading
Room). If a request for a hearing or
petition for leave to intervene is filed by
the above date, the Commission or an
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board,
designated by the Commission or by the
Chairman of the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Panel, will rule on the
request and/or petition; and the
Secretary or the designated Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board will issue a
notice of a hearing or an appropriate
order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petition for leave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding, and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) The nature of the
petitioner’s right under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner’s
property, financial, or other interest in
the proceeding; and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the
petitioner’s interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, a petitioner shall file a
supplement to the petition to intervene
which must include a list of the
contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter. Each contention
must consist of a specific statement of
the issue of law or fact to be raised or
controverted. In addition, the petitioner
shall provide a brief explanation of the
bases of the contention and a concise
statement of the alleged facts or expert
opinion which support the contention
and on which the petitioner intends to
rely in proving the contention at the
hearing. The petitioner must also
provide references to those specific
sources and documents of which the
petitioner is aware and on which the
petitioner intends to rely to establish
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner
must provide sufficient information to
show that a genuine dispute exists with

the applicant on a material issue of law
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to
matters within the scope of the
amendment under consideration. The
contention must be one which, if
proven, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. A petitioner who fails to file such
a supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one
contention will not be permitted to
participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the
Commission will make a final
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will serve to decide
when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves a
significant hazards consideration, any
hearing held would take place before
the issuance of any amendment.

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555—-0001, Attention:
Docketing and Services Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission’s Public
Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington DC, by
the above date. Where petitions are filed
during the last 10 days of the notice
period, it is requested that the petitioner
promptly so inform the Commission by
a toll-free telephone call to Western
Union at 1—(800) 248-5100 (in Missouri
1—(800) 342—6700). The Western Union
operator should be given Datagram
Identification Number N1023 and the
following message addressed to (Project
Director): petitioner’s name and
telephone number, date petition was
mailed, plant name, and publication
date and page number of this Federal
Register notice. A copy of the petition
should also be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555-0001, and to the attorney for
the licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for
leave to intervene, amended petitions,
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supplemental petitions and/or requests
for a hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board that
the petition and/or request should be
granted based upon a balancing of
factors specified in 10 CFR
2.714(a)(1)(i)—(v) and 2.714(d).

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment which is available for
public inspection at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, and electronically
from the ADAMS Public Library
component on the NRC Web site, http:/
/www.nre.gov (the Electronic Reading
Room).

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company,
Docket Nos. 50-317 and 50-318, Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1
and 2, Calvert County, Maryland

Date of amendments request:
November 22, 1999.

Description of amendments request:
The proposed amendment revises
Technical Specification (TS) 5.5.11,
“Ventilation Filter Testing Program’’ for
laboratory testing of charcoal in Clavert
Cliffs engineered safety feature (ESF)
ventilation systems to reference the
latest charcoal testing standard
(American Society for Testing and
Materials [ASTM] D3803-1989,
“Standard Test Method for Nuclear-
Grade Activated Carbon”). This TS
change was requested by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) in
Generic Letter 99-02, “Laboratory
Testing of Nuclear-Grade Activated
Charcoal,” and is based on the NRC’s
determination that testing nuclear-grade
activated charcoal to standards other
than ASTM D3803-1989 does not
provide assurance for complying with
the current licensing basis as it relates
to the dose limits of General Design
Criterion 19 of Appendix A to Part 50
of Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR) and Subpart A of
10 CFR Part 100. The generic letter
provided a sample TS that the NRC
considers acceptable. The proposed
revision to TS 5.5.11 meets the intent of
the sample TS. Specifically, the
proposed change removes the reference
to testing in accordance with American
National Standards Institute N510-1975
and changes the allowable methyl
iodide penetration to an acceptance
criterion that is derived from applying
a safety factor of two to the charcoal
filter efficiency assumed in Calvert
Cliffs design basis dose analysis. The
proposed changes will ensure that the
charcoal filters used in ESF ventilation

systems will perform in a manner that
is consistent with the particular ESF
charcoal adsorption efficiencies
assumed in the analyses of design basis
accidents.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. Would not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

This proposed change makes changes to
the methods, test conditions, and acceptance
criteria associated with the performance of
the laboratory tests of charcoal samples. The
effected equipment is used to mitigate the
consequences of an accident and are not
accident initiators. This proposed change
does not make any changes to the method of
obtaining the charcoal sample. No structural
changes or modifications are being made to
the ESF ventilation equipment. This
proposed change does not make any changes
to equipment, procedures, or processes that
increase the likelihood of an accident.
Therefore, this proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability of an accident previously
evaluated.

The ESF ventilation systems are designed
to mitigate the consequences of accidents.
The design basis analysis of the accidents
account to varying degrees for the reduction
in airborne radioactive material provided by
the charcoal filters. The proposed change
will change the charcoal filter test protocol
to ASTM D3803-1989. The use of this
standard will produce more accurate and
reproducible laboratory test results and
provides a more conservative estimate of
charcoal filter capability. The proposed
change makes changes to the methyl iodide
penetration acceptance criteria to ensure that
the charcoal filters are capable of performing
their required safety function for the
expected operating cycle. The proposed
change will make it more likely that the
charcoal will meet its intended safety
function as described in the Updated Final
Safety Analysis Report. Therefore, the
proposed change does not significantly
increase the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Based on the above, the proposed change
does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. Would not create the possibility of a new
or different type of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

The proposed change will not make any
physical changes to the plant or changes to
the ESF ventilation system operation. The
proposed change is limited to the ESF
ventilation system testing protocol, test
conditions, and acceptance criteria. These
changes are administrative in nature. This
proposed change does not make any changes
to the method of obtaining the charcoal
sample. This proposed change does not cause

any ESF ventilation equipment to be
operated in a new or different manner. No
structural changes or modifications are being
made to the ESF ventilation equipment. This
proposed change does not create any new
interactions between any plant components.
Therefore, the possibility of a new or
different type of accident is not created by
this proposed change.

3. Would not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

The safety function of the ESF ventilation
systems is to mitigate the consequences of
accidents by reducing the potential release of
radioactive material to the environment or
the Control Room following a design basis
accident. The TS requirements for laboratory
testing of charcoal samples provides
assurance that the charcoal filters in these
systems are capable of reducing airborne
radioactive material to within acceptable
limits. The proposed license amendment
requires the use of the latest NRC-accepted
charcoal testing standard and makes changes
to the charcoal testing methyl iodide removal
efficiency acceptance limits in accordance
with the formula provided by the NRC in
Generic Letter 99-02. The proposed license
amendment continues to provide assurance
that the charcoal filters are capable of
reducing airborne radioactive material to
within acceptable limits. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendments request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Attorney for licensee: Jay E. Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Section Chief: Sheri R. Peterson.

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company,
Docket Nos. 50-317 and 50-318, Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1
and 2, Calvert County, Maryland

Date of amendments request:
November 22, 1999.

Description of amendments request:
The Baltimore Gas and Electric
Company (BGE) requests an amendment
to implement a change to the Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant (CCNPP)
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
(UFSAR) that constitutes an unreviewed
safety question as described in 10 CFR
50.59.

The change revises the information
currently provided within the UFSAR
on aircraft and their flight paths for
Patuxent River Naval Air Station (Pax
River NAS). The existing information is
outdated and does not reflect current
conditions for aircraft utilizing Pax
River NAS. Additionally, the UFSAR
will be revised to add information
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pertaining to the corporate helipad
located northwest of the plant.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. Would not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The probability of an aircraft crash was not
quantified during the timeframe of licensing
and construction of the plant. As was noted
previously, the Directorate of Licensing at the
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission concurred
with Baltimore Gas and Electric Company’s
conclusion that no special design provisions
were required to be incorporated into Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant (CCNPP) because
the probability of an aircraft crash affecting
the plant was acceptably low (implies a
probability of less than 10 ~7/Year).
Therefore, the probability of an aircraft crash
affecting the plant was acceptably low at less
than 10~ 7/year.

The probability of an aircraft accident
resulting in radiological consequences greater
than 10 CFR Part 100 exposure guidelines
was considered to still be below the Standard
Review Plan (SRP) (NUREG-0800) level of
acceptability of 1.0x10~7 per year for CCNPP.
The probability of an aircraft accident during
the timeframe of original construction and
licensing of the plant was never quantified.
Since today’s probability of an aircraft
accident may be higher based on the fact that,
at times, aircraft going into Patuxent River
Naval Air Station fly over the plant, where
previously they came no closer than seven
miles from the plant (as described in the
UFSAR), the probability of occurrence of an
accident will conservatively be considered to
have increased. However, it should be noted
that the probability of an aircraft accident
resulting in radiological consequences greater
than 10 CFR Part 100 exposure guidelines is
still considered to be below 1.0x10~7 cr/yr,
which is acceptable since it is within SRP
Section 3.5.1.6 guidelines. Since the above
probability of an aircraft accident meets the
criteria of SRP Section 3.5.1.6, no additional
design or procedural protection is required.
Note that the SRP criteria is only being used
as one acceptable method of evaluating risk.
Use of this method is not a commitment to
the SRP and does not incorporate the SRP
into our licensing basis.

Changes to the aircraft flight patterns and/
or frequency (probability) have no affect on
the design or method of operating equipment
necessary to mitigate the consequences of
previously analyzed accidents. As was noted
above, the aircraft hazard was considered to
be acceptable and, therefore, no additional
design or procedural protection is required
for the plant. Since the aircraft hazard is
considered acceptable (where additional
design features are not required), it can be
concluded that no action assumed to occur
within the accident analysis of CCNPP’s
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
Chapter 14 will be degraded or prevented.
Therefore, it is concluded that the current

calculated aircraft hazard will not result in
an increase of the consequences of an
accident preciously evaluated in the UFSAR.

2. Would not create the possibility of a new
or different type of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

All possible malfunctions have been
previously analyzed. Aircraft hazard was
addressed within the original design of the
plant. The frequency/probability of an
aircraft crash was considered to be so low
that special design provisions to protect
against aircraft crashes did not have to be
considered during construction of CCNPP.
The current calculated aircraft hazard is
considered to still be within SRP Section
3.5.1.6 guidelines. The possibility for a
malfunction of a different type than
preciously evaluated in the UFSAR is not
created.

Aircraft accidents were considered within
the original plant design. The probability of
an aircraft accident resulting in radiological
consequences greater than 10 CFR Part 100
exposure guidelines is still considered to be
below the level of acceptability (per SRP
Section 3.5.1.6) and no special design
provisions are required. Since an aircraft
crash is not a design basis concern, it is not
plausible that the possibility of a new
accident is created that has not been
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. There
are also no new challenges to safety-related
equipment.

Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or different
type of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

3. Would not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.

The probability of an aircraft crash
affecting the plant, at the time of original
licensing and construction, was so low that
no special design provisions were needed in
the plant for such an event. Since aircraft
hazards did not have to be considered within
the design of the plant, no margin of safety
was required or established for such a
hazard. All of the plant equipment and initial
condition assumptions stipulated within the
UFSAR Chapter 14 accident analysis would
not be affected by such an event.

The calculated probability of an aircraft
accident resulting in radiological
consequences greater than 10 CFR Part 100
exposure guidelines, based on today’s aircraft
hazard, is considered to be below the
1.0%10~ 7 per year stipulated within SRP
Section 3.5.1.6. Therefore, there is still no
need for special design provisions within the
plant to guard against such an event. All of
the plant equipment and initial condition
assumptions stipulated within the UFSAR
Chapter 14 accident analysis remain
unchanged. The plant will continue to
operate in such a manner that will ensure
acceptable levels of protection for the health
and safety of the public.

Therefore, this proposed change does not
significantly reduce the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff

proposes to determine that the
amendments request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Attorney for licensee: Jay E. Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Section Chief: Sheri R. Peterson.

Carolina Power & Light Company, et al.,
Docket Nos. 50-325 and 50-324,
Brunswick Steam Electric Plant, Units 1
and 2, Brunswick County, North
Carolina

Date of amendments request:
November 23, 1999

Description of amendments request:
The requested amendments would
change Technical Specification (TS)
5.5.7.c.1, “Ventilation Filter Testing.”
The testing criteria would be changed
consistent with the NRC request in
Generic Letter 99-02, “Laboratory
Testing of Nuclear-Grade Activated
Charcoal.”

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. The proposed license amendment does
not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment revises TS
5.5.7.c.1 to require testing of the SGT
[Standby Gas Treatment] system charcoal in
accordance with American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM) D3803-1989,
“Standard Test Method for Nuclear-Grade
Activated Carbon.” Per the existing TSs, the
SGT system charcoal must meet an
acceptance criteria of < 1.0% penetration of
methyl iodide when tested at a relative
humidity = 70%. CP&L performs this testing
in accordance with the criteria of Regulatory
Position C.6.a of Regulatory Guide 1.52,
Revision 1, 1976, “Design, Testing, and
Maintenance Criteria for Engineered Safety
Feature Atmosphere Cleanup System Air
Filtration and Adsorption Units of Light-
Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants.” As
stated in Updated Final Safety Analysis
Report, Section 6.5.1.1, the purpose of the
SGT system, along with that of the primary
and secondary containment, is to mitigate
accident consequences. It is not associated
with any initiating events and, therefore,
cannot affect the probability of any accident.

ASTM D3803-1989 is an industry accepted
standard for charcoal filter testing. The
conditions employed by this standard were
selected to approximate operating or accident
conditions of a nuclear reactor which would
severely reduce the performance of activated
carbons. The key difference associated with
the two testing protocols is the testing
temperature. Specifically, testing to a
challenge temperature of 30 °C per ASTM
D3803-1989 versus 80 °C per Regulatory
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Guide 1.52 results in a much more stringent
test. Testing at a higher temperature tends to
eliminate impurities and moisture from the
sample. This creates the possibility of the
charcoal achieving a slightly higher
efficiency than actual. Other parameter
changes will not significantly affect charcoal
test performance and will result in more
accurate and reproducible test results.

The proposed TS change also includes a
requirement that the test be performed with
a face velocity of 61 fpm. A single BSEP SGT
system train operates at a maximum flow rate
of 4200 scfm which corresponds to a face
velocity of 61 fpm. In accordance with
Generic Letter (GL) 99-02, this requirement
has been included in TS 5.5.7.c.1.

As recommended by GL 99-02, the
proposed amendment incorporates a safety
factor of 2 into the allowed methyl iodide
penetration limit. The existing TS 5.5.7.c.1
acceptance criteria of 99% does not account
for a safety factor. In previous testing, CP&L
has applied the safety factor provided by
Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 1, 1976, to
the laboratory testing results to ensure proper
charcoal performance. The proposed changes
to TS 5.5.7.c.1 require that charcoal samples,
tested in accordance with the methodology of
ASTM D3803-1989, show the methyl iodide
penetration to be < 0.5%. The 0.5%
penetration limit is derived by applying a
safety factor of 2 to the 99% filtration
efficiency assumed in the current bounding
calculations for offsite radiological dose
release limits. As such, the acceptance
criteria of < 0.5% penetration of methyl
iodide ensures that 10 CFR 100 offsite dose
limits are not exceeded.

Based on the more stringent testing
temperature requirements, the new face
velocity testing requirement, and the
acceptance criteria of < 0.5% penetration of
methyl iodide, the proposed change will not
result in an increase in the consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.

2. The proposed license amendment will
not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed changes revise the required
testing methodology for SGT system
charcoal. The SGT system is not an initiator
of any accident, and no new accident
precursors are created due to the change in
the charcoal testing methodology. In
addition, the change does not alter the
design, function, or operation of the SGT
system. Therefore, the proposed change to
test SGT system charcoal in accordance with
ASTM D3803-1989 will not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

3. The proposed license amendment does
not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The proposed amendment upgrades the
SGT system charcoal testing requirements to
those contained in ASTM D3803-1989. The
conditions employed by ASTM D3803-1989
were selected to approximate operating or
accident conditions of a nuclear reactor
which could reduce the performance of
activated carbons. The key difference
between CP&L’s current testing protocol and

ASTM D3803-1989 is the testing
temperature. Specifically, testing to a
challenge temperature of 30°C per ASTM
D3803-1989 versus 80°C per Regulatory
Guide 1.52 results in a much more stringent
test.

The proposed TS change also includes a
requirement that the test be performed with
a face velocity of 61 fpm. A single BSEP SGT
system train operates at a maximum flow rate
of 4200 scfm which corresponds to a face
velocity of 61 fpm. In accordance with GL
99-02, this requirement has been included in
TS 5.5.7.c.1.

As recommended by GL 99-02, the
proposed amendment incorporates a safety
factor of 2 into the allowed methyl iodide
penetration limit. The existing TS 5.5.7.c.1
acceptance criteria of 99% does not account
for a safety factor. In previous testing, CP&L
has applied the safety factor provided by
Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 1, 1976, to
the laboratory testing results to ensure proper
charcoal performance. The proposed changes
to TS 5.5.7.c.1 require that charcoal samples,
tested in accordance with the methodology of
ASTM D3803-1989, show the methyl iodide
penetration to be < 0.5%. The 0.5%
penetration limit is derived by applying a
safety factor of 2 to the 99% filtration
efficiency assumed in the current bounding
calculations for offsite radiological dose
release limits. As such, the acceptance
criteria of < 0.5% penetration of methyl
iodide ensures that 10 CFR 100 offsite dose
limits are not exceeded.

Based on the more stringent testing
temperature requirements, the new face
velocity testing requirement, and the
acceptance criteria of < 0.5% penetration of
methyl iodide, the proposed change does not
involve a significant [reduction] in a margin
of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Attorney for licensee: William D.
Johnson, Vice President and Corporate
Secretary, Carolina Power & Light
Company, Post Office Box 1551,
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602.

NRC Section Chief: Richard P.
Correia.

Carolina Power & Light Company,
Docket No. 50-261, H. B. Robinson
Steam Electric Plant, Unit No. 2,
Darlington County, South Carolina

Date of amendment request:
November 30, 1999.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment revises Technical
Specifications (TS) Section 5.5.11,
Ventilation Filter Testing Program
(VFTP) testing requirements. The
proposed change requires VFTP testing
be done according to ASTM D3803—

1989 protocol in lieu of previous
standards.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

Carolina Power & Light (CP&L) Company
has evaluated the proposed Technical
Specification change and has concluded that
it does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. The CP&L conclusion is in
accordance with the criteria set forth in 10
CFR 50.92. The bases for the conclusion that
the proposed change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration are
discussed below.

1. Does the change involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change to Technical
Specification Section 5.5.11, “Ventilation
Filter Testing Program,” does not involve any
physical alteration of plant systems,
structures or components, changes in
parameters governing normal plant
operation, or methods of operation. The
proposed change updates the required testing
of Engineered Safety Features (ESF)
ventilation filter systems to more recent
standards accepted by the NRC and described
in Generic Letter (GL) 99-02, “Laboratory
Testing of Nuclear-Grade Activated
Charcoal.” The NRC has found that charcoal
filter test protocols other than American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
standard ASTM D3803-1989 do not assure
accurate and reproducible test results. Since
this proposed change references an
acceptable testing standard and provides
assurance that the current licensing basis is
met, the proposed change does not involve
an increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
analyzed.

2. Does the change create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve any
physical alteration of plant systems,
structures or components, changes in
parameters governing normal plant
operation, or methods of operation. The
proposed change does not introduce a new
mode of operation or changes in the method
of normal plant operation. The proposed
change introduces a new testing standard for
ESF ventilation system charcoal samples
removed for testing and does not involve
manipulation of plant systems to perform the
charcoal test. Therefore, the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated is not created.

3. Does this change involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change revises the required
testing standard for ESF ventilation charcoal
filter systems and does not alter plant design
margins or analysis assumptions as described
in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report.
The proposed change does not affect any
limiting safety system setpoint, calibration
method, or setpoint calculation. The
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proposed change is more restrictive with
regard to testing protocol and less restrictive
with respect to the allowed penetration
during testing of the Control Room
ventilation system charcoal. However, the
allowed increase in penetration is in
accordance with the method for determining
the allowable penetration described in GL
99-02. Therefore, the proposed change does
not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Attorney for licensee: William D.
Johnson, Vice President and Corporate
Secretary, Carolina Power & Light
Company, Post Office Box 1551,
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

NRC Section Chief: Richard P.
Correia.

Energy Northwest, Docket No. 50-397,
WNP-2, Benton County, Washington

Date of amendment request:
November 18, 1999.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment requests a
revision to Technical Specification (TS)
5.5.7.c. The changes would revise the
requirements that (1) a sample of the
charcoal absorber for the standby gas
treatment (SGT) system and the control
room emergency filtration (CREF)
system be tested in accordance with
American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) D3803-1986,
“Standard Test Method for Nuclear-
Grade Activated Carbon”, (2) methyl
iodide penetration be less than a value
of .175% for the SGT system and 1.0%
for the CREF system, and (3) charcoal
absorber testing be conducted at a
relative humidity of greater than or
equal to 70%. As requested by Generic
Letter (GL) 99-02, ““Laboratory Testing
of Nuclear-Grade Activated Charcoal,”
Energy Northwest proposed that TS
5.5.7.c be revised so that (1) testing of
charcoal absorber samples be in
accordance with ASTM D3803-1989 at
a specified temperature of 30°
Centigrade (C) [86° Fahrenheit (F)], (2)
methyl iodide penetration to be less
than a value of 0.5% for the SGT system
and 2.5% for the CREF system, (3)
testing be performed at 70% relative
humidity, and (4) a face velocity of 75
feet-per-minute (fpm) will be specified
for the SGT system. In addition, the
revision to TS 5.5.7.c will note that
variations in testing parameters are
permitted in accordance with the
guidance in Table 1 and Section A5.2 of
ASTM D3803-1989.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. The proposed change does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The SGT System is designed to limit the
release of airborne radioactive contaminants
from secondary containment to the
atmosphere within the guidelines of 10 CFR
100 in the event of a DBA [design basis
accident]. The CREF System provides a
radiologically controlled environment from
which the plant can be safely operated
following a DBA. The proposed amendment
will require that charcoal from these two ESF
[engineered safeguard feature] systems be
tested to the more conservative standards of
ASTM D3803-1989. Using the more
conservative ASTM D3803—-1989 testing
standard will provide no increase in the
probability of an accident previously
evaluated.

The staff considers ASTM D3803-1989 to
be the most accurate and most realistic
protocol for testing charcoal in ESF
ventilation systems because it offers the
greatest assurance of accurately and
consistently determining the capability of the
charcoal. Using the more conservative ASTM
D3803-1989 testing standard will provide
greater assurance that the ESF ventilation
systems will properly perform their safety
function, thus assuring no increase in the
radiological consequences of a DBA.

Therefore, operation of WNP-2 in
accordance with the proposed amendment
will not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. The proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

The proposed change will not create a new
or different kind of accident since it only
requires that charcoal from the SGT and
CREF safety-related filtration systems be
tested to the more conservative standards of
ASTM D3803-1989. Using the more
conservative ASTM D3803-1989 testing
standard will provide even greater assurance
that the ESF ventilation systems will
properly perform their safety function, thus
helping to minimize the radiological
consequences of a DBA. The increased
margin provided by the more conservative
testing standard will assure no new or
different kinds of accidents results from the
proposed change.

Therefore, the operation of WNP-2 in
accordance with the proposed amendment
will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

3. The proposed change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The proposed amendment requires that
more conservative ESF charcoal filter testing
criteria be used to verify ESF ventilation

systems are operable. More conservative
testing criteria will provide greater assurance
that the ESF ventilation systems will
properly perform their safety function, thus
helping to minimize the radiological
consequences of a DBA. Using more
conservative testing criteria will result in
maintaining the current margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Attorney for licensee: Thomas C.
Poindexter, Esq., Winston & Strawn,
1400 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20005-3502.

NRC Section Chief: Stephen Dembek.

Energy Northwest, Docket No. 50-397,
WNP-2, Benton County,Washington

Date of amendment request:
November 18, 1999.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment requests a
revision to subsection 4.3.1.2.b of
Technical Specification 4.3, Fuel
Storage. The change would revise the
current wording, which describes the
spacing of the fuel in the new fuel racks,
with wording that would limit the
number of fuel assemblies that may be
stored in the facility and establish
increased spacing limitations for storage
of new fuel assemblies in the racks.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration deter